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Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia 


No. 5062. 

I 

| 

Rosa Takahashi, Appellant, 

vs. i 

The Hecht Company, a Corporation. 


a Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

At Law. 

No. 73849. 

Rosa Takahashi, Plaintff, j 
vs. 

i 

The Hecht Company, a Corporation, Defendant. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 

I 

Be it remembered that in the Supreme Court of the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, at the City of Washington, ijn said Dis¬ 
trict, at the times hereinafter mentioned, the following 
papers were filed and proceedings had in the abpve-entitled 
cause, to wit: 

1 Declaration. 

i 

Filed August 29, 1927. j 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

At Law. 

i 

No. 73849. 

Rosa Takahashi, Plaintiff, j 

vs. 

The Hecht Company, a Corporation, Defendant. 

The Plaintiff Rosa Takahashi, sues the defendant The 
Heteh Company, a body corporate organized and existing 


- ROSA TAKAHASHI VS. THE HECHT COMPANY. 

under the laws of the State of Maryland, and having a place 
ot business and resident agent and carrying on business in 
the District of Columbia, for that heretofore, to-wit, on the 
eighteenth day of May, 1927 in and upon the said plaintiff 
the defendant did make an assault and also the said defend¬ 
ant in and upon the said plaintiff with force and arms and 
against the peace did make an assault and did forcibly and 
violently then and there lay hold of the said plaintiff and 
did compel her to go from a certain building in the Dis¬ 
trict aforesaid in and through divers streets of the city of 
Washington in the District aforesaid in and to a certain 
Police Headquarters and did then and there compel her to 
go from said Police Headquarters in and through divers 

streets of the citv aforesaid in and to a certain House of 

* 

Detention of the city of Washington and did then and there 
forciblv and unlawfully and against the will of the said 
plaintiff keep her so imprisoned for a long space of time, 
to-wit, for the space of eighteen hours, and the said defend¬ 
ant at the time and place aforesaid did then and there 
2 make against the plaintiff a false and unfounded 
charge of larceny and did charge and assert that the 
said plaintiff had stolen a certain diamond ring, to-wit, of 
the value of One Thousand Dollars, whereby the plaintiff 
was greatly injured and prevented from carrying on her 
necessary and proper affairs and she was greatly damaged 
in her credit, character and reputation; 

To the damage of the said plaintiff in the sum of Twenty- 
five Thousand Dollars, and therefore she brings her suit 
and claims on account thereof the said sum of Twenty-five 
Thousand Dollars together with costs of this suit. 

And the said plaintiff further sues the said defendant 

for that, 

Whereas heretofore, to-wit, on the eighteenth day of May, 
1927 at the City of Washington in the District of Columbia, 
the said defendant was possessed of and was operating a 
large establishment for the sale of merchandise; 

And, whereas, at the time and place aforesaid the said 
defendant employed and had in its employ one Harry 
Evans, in the capacity of a detective and for the purpose 
of detecting any larceny and other thefts which might be 
committed in the establishment and for the purpose also of 
apprehending on behalf of the company any persons who in 
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the opinion of the said Harry Evans should; be guilty of 
any larcenies or other thefts committed upon ithe premises 
of the said defendant, the said Evans being! bv the said 
defendant charged and authorized in his discretion and 
on behalf of the said defendant to apprehend qud to charge 
with larceny and to cause to be arrested by the Police 
Officers of the said District any persoiis who in his 

3 judgment should be guilty or suspectec| to be guilty 
of the offenses aforesaid: 

And Whereas, on the day and at the place aforesaid the 
said plaintiff was upon the premises of the said defendant 
and within the establishment aforesaid and ljad not been 
guilty of larceny, theft or other crime or any offense for 
which she might lawfully and properly be arrjested; 

Yet the said Harry Evans, on the day and;at the place 
aforesaid, acting within the scope of his employment afore¬ 
said and in the course of his business for which he was as 
aforesaid employed and in the exercise of his authority and 
discretion so as aforesaid committed to him by the said 
defendant, and acting on behalf and in the numb of the said 
defendant did wrongfully unlawfully and with force and 
arms apprehend and detain the said plaintiff anjd did falsely 
charge her with the crime of larceny, and dijd cause and 
procure her to be arrested on the said charge of larceny by 
Police Officers of the District of Columbia and did wrong¬ 
fully commit her to the custody of the said Pplice Officers 
upon the said charge; 

Whereupon and whereby and by reason of the premises 
and in consequence of the wrongful conduct Aforesaid of 
the said Harry Evans the said plaintiff was carried through 
the streets of Washington and was imprisoned;in a certain 
Police Headquarters and afterward in the House of Deten¬ 
tion for a long space of time, towit, for the space of 
eighteen hours, the said defendant being by thb said Police 
Officers charged with larceny; and the said defendant was 
wrongfully and unlawfully caused to be stripped of all her 
clothing and her person was searched; and other 

4 wrongs were then and there done to the; plaintiff by 
reason of the premises; 

Whereby the said defendant was wrongfully deprived of 
her liberty for the time aforesaid and was subjected to 
much humiliation and many indignities and exposed to the 
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contempt of many persons and caused to suffer much pain 
and anguish of mind and body so that she was prevented 
from carrying on her usual and lawful business and attend¬ 
ing to her necessary affairs for a long space of time, to-wit, 
up to the present time; and by reason of the premises the 
plaintiff’s health was greatly impaired and she was made 
ill in body and depressed in mind and will so continue for a 
long space of time in the future and by reason of the prem¬ 
ises the plaintiff has been greatly injured in her reputation 
and has been caused to be by many persons suspected of 
the crime of larceny and has lost the good esteem and good 
will of many persons so that her ability to obtain employ¬ 
ment and to earn money for her necessary support has been 
diminished; 

To the damage of the said plaintiff in the sum of Twenty- 
five Thousand Dollars, and therefore she brings her suit 
and claims on account thereof the said sum of Twenty-five 
Thousand Dollars together with costs of this suit. 

ROSA TAKAHASHI, 

Plaintiff. 

EDWIN W. MARTIN, 

RUFUS W. PEARSON, 

Attorneys for Plaintiff. 

5 Pleas. 

Filed September 21, 1927. 
*##*■#*# 

For plea to the first count of the declaration filed in 
the above entitled cause, the defendant says: 

It admits that it is a body corporate organized and exist¬ 
ing under the laws of the State of Maryland, that it had, 
on the 18th day of May, 1927, a place of business in the 
District of Columbia wherein it was carrying on business. 
It denies each and every other allegation in said count con¬ 
tained, and avers that it has done no act to the injury or 
damage of the plaintiff. 

For the plea to the second count of said declaration, the 
defendant says: 

It admits that on the 18th day of May, 1927, it was pos¬ 
sessed of and operating a large establishment for the sale 
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of merchandise in the District of Columbia and fliat it then 
and there had in its employ one Harry Evans Whose duty 
it was, among other things, to protect the property of the 
defendant and to report to it any wrongdoing iji and upon 
said premises, including any larcenies or thefts Which might 
be committed thereupon. It denies that the said Evans 
had authority from it to exercise his discretion in detain¬ 
ing, apprehending, or arresting, or causing to lie detained, 
apprehended, or arrested the plaintiff or any other person, 
or to charge the plaintiff or any other person with any 
crime whatsoever. It denies that the said Evans did detain, 
apprehend, or arrest the plaintiff or that he caused her to 
be detained, apprehended, or arrested, j or that he 
6 charged her with larceny, theft or any crime what¬ 
soever. It admits that on said date the plaintiff 
was in and upon its said premises and so fa|r as it has 
knowledge she had never been guilty of any crime or 
offence for which she might lawfully or properly be ar¬ 
rested. It denies each and every other allegation in said 
count contained and avers the fact to be that bn or about 
said date the plaintiff, then being employed in tlje establish¬ 
ment of the defendant, served a customer who claimed that 
she had lost a ring, and that said customer reported the 
matter to the police of the District of Columbia who made 
an independent investigation of their own vjolition and 
acted wholly upon their own authority and not at the di¬ 
rection, authority or request of the defendant. ; It is with¬ 
out knowledge as to any act or acts done by the police or 
under their authority or otherwise, and therefore it denies 
the allegations relating thereto. 

WHARTON E. LESjTER, 

Attorney for Defendant. 


Joinder in issue. 


Filed September 30, 1927. 


* 


# 


* 


* 


* 


1. The plaintiff joins issue on the defendant’s plea to the 
first count of the declaration filed herein. 

2. The plaintiff joins issue on the defendant’s plea to 
the second count of the said declaration filed herein. 

EDWIN M. MARTIN, 
Attorney for, Plaintiff. 
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7 Memorandum. 

June 12, 1929.—Trial resumed, Verdict for deft, by di¬ 
rection of Court. 

Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Wednesday, June 19", 1929. 

Session resumed pursuant to adjournment, Hon. Wendell 
P. Stafford, Justice, presiding. 

###■*### 

It appearing that under rule of Court, judgment on ver¬ 
dict should be entered in this cause, it is so ordered. Where¬ 
fore it is considered that plaintiff take nothing by this ac¬ 
tion. that defendant go hence without day, be for nothing 
held and recover of plaintiff its costs of defense to be taxed 

bv the clerk and have execution thereof. 

% 

Memoranda. 

June 27, 1929.—Notation of Appeal and Undertaking. 
Waiver of Citation filed. 

Undertaking on Appeal, $100.00, approved and filed. 

July 5, 1929.—Proposed Bill of Exceptions filed. 

8' Assignments of Error. 

Filed July 5, 1929. 

# ###### 

1. The Court committed error in directing a verdict for 
the defendant. 

2. The Coiirt committed error in refusing to permit the 
plaintiff to testify as to statements made by the headquar¬ 
ters detective. 

3. The Court committed error in refusing to permit the 
plaintiff to testify as to the things done by Mr. O’Day, the 
headquarters detective. 

4. The Court committed error in ruling that there was no 
evidence to show the connection of The Hecht Company 
with the arrest of the plaintiff. 

W. GWYNN GARDINER, 
EDWIN M. MARTIN, 

By W. G. G., 

Attorneys for Plaintiff. 
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i 

j 

Designation of Record. 

Filed July 5, 1929. i 

I 

* # # # # * * 


To Frank E. Cunningham, Esq., Clerk of the Supreme Court 
of the District of Columbia: 

j 

You will please prepare the following as thje transcript 
on appeal to the Court of Appeals in the above entitled 
cause: 

1. Declaration. 

2. Pleas. 

3. Bill of exceptions. 

4. Assignments of error. 

9 5. This designation. 

W. GWYNN GARDINER, 
EDWIN M. MARTIN, 

By W. G. G., | 

Attorneys for Plaintiff. 


Mr. Lester’s office locked up. 
in letter hole in door. 


Left copy by putting same 

! W. G. G. 


Memorandum. 

October 1, 1929.—Bill of Exceptions signed and filed. 


10 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, ss: 


I, Frank E. Cunningham, Clerk of the Supreme Court 
of the District of Columbia, hereby certify the foregoing 
pages, numbered from 1 to 9 both inclusive, to be a true and 
correct transcript of the record, according to directions of 
counsel herein filed, copy of which is made |part of this 
transcript, in cause No. 73849, at Law, wherein Rosa Taka- 
hashi is Plaintiff and The Hecht Company, a!corporation, 
is Defendant, as the same remains upon the filbs and of rec¬ 
ord in said Court. 


i 

j 
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In testimony whereof I hereunto subscribe my name and 
affix the seal of said Court, at the City of Washington, in 
said District, this 4th day of October, 1929. 

[Seal Supreme Court of the District of Columbia.] 

FRANK E. CUNNINGHAM, 

Clerk. 


11 Filed Oct. 1, 1929. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

At Law. 

No. 73849. 

Rosa Takashasi, Plaintiff, 
vs. 

The Hecht Company, Defendant. 

This cause came on to be heard before Mr. Justice Staf¬ 
ford and a jury on the 11th day of June, 1929, there being 
present and representing the plaintiff W. Gwynn Gardiner, 
Esq., and Edwin M. Martin, Esq., the defendant being rep¬ 
resented by Wharton E. Lester, Esq. And thereupon after 
the conclusion of the opening statement made on behalf of 
the defendant by Mr. Lester, the following occurred: 

Mr. Gardiner: May I ask counsel one question? It is 
conceded, I take it, that the lady found her diamond in her 
purse? 

Mr. Lester: No, let me state that. About four days, I 
forget the day of the week it was, about four or five days 
subsequently to this apparent loss of the ring, the Hecht 
Company received a telephone message purporting to come 
from this customer, saying she had found her ring, not that 
it was in her purse, but that it had got tangled in the monkey 
hair, or some other hair in her coat, and she had just found 
it, and at once that was communicated to the plaintiff. 

Thereupon the plaintiff, to maintain the issues on her part 
joined called Harry Evans, who, after being first duly 
sworn, testified in substance, thus: My name is Harry 
Evans. I was employed in May 1927, by The Hecht Com¬ 
pany, went to work at the Hecht Company on April 12,1926, 
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am not now employed with The Hecht Company, left last 
December. My duties while there were investigation, and 
helping Mr. Marlow in different things he would tell me to 
do. I was not rated as the house detective; there was no 
one else there with the rating of house detective. Mr. 
Barbee is there now. There was no one there ratbd as house 
detective at the time of the occurrence. It was a part of 
my duties to investigate complaints and thefts. This was 
a part of the instructions given me when I was employed 
there. These instructions were given me by Mr. Marlow. 
Mrs. Stewart was manager of the beauty parlor at that 
time and I think she is there yet. 

12 On cross examination the witness testified: The 
instructions were given me in writing! (produces 
copy). I was employed a house man. My duties in making 
investigations were, if there was a report came into the 
office, or some of the clerks would call me and s£(y someone 
had lost something, why, I would investigate it, try to find 
it, which very often I did. Mr. Marlow instructed me when 
I went to work for him that I should not arrest anvone, 
accuse anvone of taking anvthina; and if it was a! case of an 
arrest and I saw the person take the stuff myself, I wasn’t 
to arrest them until they got on the outside of the building, 
but I must see the person take the article, I ivas not to 
detain anyone or accuse them. I was not to take any notice 
of, or arrest or detain anyone on the complaint |of anyone. 

Thereupon, further to maintain the issues oik her part, 
the plaintiff called Lawrence A. 0 ’Day, as a witness on her 
behalf, who, after being first duly sworn, testified in sub¬ 
stance thus: I am a headquarters man, a menjber of the 
detective force of the Metropolitan Police, and ivas so em¬ 
ployed in May, 1927. In May, 1927, witness saw Mr. Evans, 
the gentleman who just left the stand, at The Ilecht Com¬ 
pany, and also at Police headquarters. Miss Hvers was 
with Mr. Evans when he came to police headquarters. Wit¬ 
ness talked with Miss Myers there. After that witness 
went to The Hecht Company. 

On cross examination the witness testified inj substance 
thus: Mr. Evans told witness at headquarters that this 
woman with him “lost some jewelry down in the store and 
he wanted me to—impressed upon me the Hecht Company 
had nothing at all to do with it.” 
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“Q- Repeat as nearly as you can what was said? A. He 
said, “This woman wants to report a ring that she claims 
has been stolen from her while having her hands mani¬ 
cured." I took the report and went to Hecht Company- 

Q. Was that all that he said to you? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Now you also said a miunte ago he tried to impress 
upon you. Tell'us what he said. A. He said, “You 
13 know Hecht & Company ain’t making this complaint, 
we ain’t in this at all.” 

Witness went to The Hecht store about three-quarters of 
an hour after he saw Mr. Evans and Miss Myers at head- 
quarters. Saw Mr. Evans there, did not say he had a con¬ 
versation with him there. 

Thereupon the plaintiff, being first duly sworn, testified 
on her own behalf in substance thus: I worked for The 
Hecht Company in 1927, had worked there altogether about 
a year, and was working there on the 18th of May, 1927. 
I was a manicurist. I waited on a young lady by the name 
of Miss Myers. I gave her a manicure and a hand mas¬ 
sage. She took a ring off her finger and laid it right on 
the table in front of her, and I told her not to forget her 
ring. When I finished the manicuring I made up the ticket 
and she gave me a $5 bill. I took the ticket and the $5 to 
the cashier and left her at the table, and I told her not to 
forget her ring. While I was at the cashier’s desk waiting 
for her change, Miss Myers came up to me and I gave her 
four dollar bills for her change. I was still standing there 
talking to the cashier when she went out about two minutes, 
when she came back and said she had forgotten her ring. 
No one had been at the table and I said, “It is impossible 
that you have forgotten your ring because I told you not to 
forget your ring when I left you, and the ring was at the 
table when I left her. Then Mr. Evans, the house detective, 
who was on the stand a moment ago, came up to me and 
asked we what had happened to the ring. He took me inside 
the hair room. Mrs. Stewart, the powder box manager, was 
in that room and I explained to him just the way I explained 
to all the rest of the folks right now. Mr. Evans told me 
not to leave the room. He told me to go back to work. 
A little later Mrs. Steward told me to go down to the office 
to see the general manager of The Hecht Company, and I 
went down. I went alone. “So I suppose we talked to Mr. 
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Marlow, Hecht & Company’s general manager^ so I went 
down stairs and I talked to Mr. O’Day, and I called him 

Mr. Marlow. And he then told me that ihe was not 
14 Mr. Marlow, that he was from police headquarters. 

Mr. O’Day then asked me what happened to the ring. 
I explained to him what happened to the rjng, how I 
waited on the lady, so he said, “Just wait a moment, I am 
going in the next room and talk to Mr. Marlowf.” There¬ 
upon the following occurred: 

“Mr. Lester: I suppose it is better for me not to object 
now until we know how it comes out. 

The Court: There is no evidence yet to justify the intro¬ 
duction of any testimony as to what Mr. O’Day said. 

Mr. Martin: If it please the Court, the witness testified, 
I do not know if you heard that part of the testimony or not, 
that she went down to the room with Mr. Evans, the detec- 
tive, and he told her not to leave the room. 

The Court: That was the room where she was working. 

Mr. Martin: No, this was another room. j 

Mr. Lester: That is not what she said. 

The Court: That is not her testimony, not as I have 
understood it. 

Mr. Martin: May I put the question again ? j 

The Court: No, it is not necessary. The rejcord shows 
perfectly well what was said. 

By Mr. Martin: 

Q. Miss Takashahi, what happened from the point you 
left off? 

Mr. Lester: I object to that. 

The Court: I exclude this. There was nothing to entitle 


you to show what Mr. 0 ’Day said. 

Mr. Martin: Would not showing what he said show what 


happened to Miss Takashashi? 

The Court: What Mr. O’Day did is no more admissible 
than what he said. You have nothing yet to sliow the con¬ 
nection of The Hecht Co. j 

Mr. Gardiner: I may say this: I offer the ^evidence of 
Mr. Evans and Mr. O’Day for the purpose of laying the 
foundation for this testimony. In other words, we have 
shown that Mr. Evans was the man in charge of Such affairs 
at the Hecht Company. 
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15 Plie Court: 1 listened verv closely to the testimony 

of both those gentlemen, Mr. Gardiner, and I am well 
advised when I state there is nothing in your testimony so 
far that justifies the introduction of any testimony as to 
what Mr. O’Day said or did. I so rule. 

Mr. Gardiner: You Honor will allow us an exception for 
the record? 

The Court: An exception will be noted. 

Mr. Martin: If the Court please, may I explain the testi¬ 
mony I am trying to bring out now? 

Mr. Lester: I object to that, if the Court please. 

The Court: If it comes to that you may make a formal 
offer of proof, but we will not do it in the presence of the 
jury.” 

Thereupon the Court adjourned for the day, and on the 
following morning, June 12,1929, the following occurred: 

Mr. Gardiner: In view of your Honor’s ruling, if you 
will permit it I would like to call two other witnesses. 

The Court: Yerv well. 

Thereupon Mrs. Irma Huldah Stewart, being first duly 
sworn, testified in substance thus: I am the manager of the 
beauty parlor establishment at The Hecht Company. Have 
been so employed for about three years. I hire the em¬ 
ployes of the beauty shop and sometimes discharge them. 
I have not entire power to hire and discharge them. What 
I meant by “not entirely,” is that the beauty shop is a 
leased department and our contract calls that we shall 
operate under the rules of the store; therefore if for any 
reason the store seriously desires them to hire or to dismiss 
somebodv I am in duty bound to do so. I work for the 
firm that has a lease with The Hecht Company, the name of 
the firm is Seligman and Latz. The Hecht Company does 
the cleaning and dusting of the rooms. When I say if The 
Hecht Company seriously desires to employ or discharge, 

I mean when they demand it. They never have demanded 
it. I know the plaintiff. I employed her. Do not know how 
long she was employed before this occurrence, but she was 
there before I came and left and was again employed while I 
was there. I was at luncheon upon the occasion of the loss 
of the ring and I learned of it when I returned, from 
16 the plaintiff herself. She told me of the incident 
when I came into the department. Mr. Evans came 
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| 

there after that. I did not see anyone with liim. I did 
not send for him. He did not talk with the plaintiff to my 
knowledge he talked with me. 

I 

“Q. What did he say?” j 

. 

Objected to and excluded by the Court. 

After talking with him I told plaintiff to go t)ack to her 
work and not worry. 

“Q. Did you hear any instructions that afternoon as to 
where she should go?” 

Objected to and excluded by the court. 

“Q. Did you talk with anybody of the Hecht Company 
after talking with her that afternoon?” 

Objected to and excluded by the Court. 

Mr. Gardiner: “Those are subject to exceptions, if your 
Honor please. 

The Court: Those are not subject to exceptionjs, speaking 
of “those” referring back in the record; of course they are 
not. Take any exception when you wish to. 

Mr. Gardiner: Will your Honor allow me an exception 
for the last? 

The Court: The question was, “any of the Hecht Com¬ 
pany.” I do not know what that means, so I exclude it, 
and you note an exception. 

By Mr. Gardiner: Did you talk to the manajger of the 
Hecht Company?” j 

Objected to and excluded by the Court; exception allowed. 

Mr. Gardiner: “Did you talk with Mr. O’Day with refer¬ 
ence to this incident? 

Mr. Lester: I object to that. 

The Court: That is excluded. 

Mr. Gardiner: I mean Mr. Evans. 

Mr. Lester: The same objection. 

The Court: That is excluded. 

i 

Mr. Gardiner: Did you see Mr. O’Day there? A. I did. 

Q. Were you requested by the manager of the Hecht 
Company to give him any information about tljis matter? 
A. No. 
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Mr. Lester: I object. 

Mr. Gardiner: Were you requested by this gentleman, 
sitting there, to give you any- 

The Court: We do not know who this gentleman sitting 
there is. 

Mr. Gardiner: I do not know. 

Mr. Lester: He is not the manager. 

Mr. Marlow: He was superintendent of the build- 
17 ing, but he was not the manager. 

The Court: There is nothing to show what he was 
on the record, so I will exclude anything about what he 
said or did. 

Mr. Gardiner: Did you see this Japanese girl when she 
went out of the store, and if so, with whom did she go! 
A. I saw her leave the department. 

Q. You do not know with whom she went? A. I am not 
sure. 

Q. Do not answer this until counsel has an opportunity 
to object. Did you receive any instructions from the man¬ 
ager of this store, or from Mr. Evans, about what should 
be done with this girl in connection with this matter? 

Mr. Lester: I object. 

The Court: She may say yes or not. 

A. No. 

By Mr. Gardiner: Did either of them talk to you about 
it? A. Yes. 

Q. Was that conversation before Mr. 0’Day-came? A. 
Yes. 

Q. Did vou talk to them when Mr. O’Day was there about 
it? A. No. 

Q. Did you talk to them after Mr. O’Day left about it? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Would you tell us what was said? 

Mr. Lester: I object to that. 

The Court: Those would be mere relations, they would 
not be binding. 

Mr. Gardiner: Your Honor sustains it and I note an ex¬ 
ception. 

The Court: Objection sustained and exception noted.” 


15 


ROSA TAKAHASHI VS. THE HECHT COMPANt. 

I 

Cross-examination: 

I am employed by Seligman and Latz. Seligman and 
Latz leased the beauty parlor from The Hecht Company. 

—. They have charge of that beauty parlor? A. Yes. 

Mr. Gardiner: I object, let the lease be shovjn. 

The Court: You showed what the lease showed without 
objection, showed what certain terms of the lease were. It 
is too late for you to object. 

Mr. Gardiner: Your Honor will allow me an exception 
to it on that ground? 

The Court: Exception may be noted. 

Q. “Were all the employes, including the plaintiff, 
18 at the time mentioned in the employ of Seligman and 
Latz? A. Yes. 

j 

Mr. Gardiner: That is subject to the same ruling, your 
Honor, I assume. 

The Court: You did not note an exception to tile question, 
you may to the answer.” 

When witness said the plaintiff was employed by the wit¬ 
ness, she meant employed by Seligman and Lajtz through 
her. 

j 

Thereupon the plaintiff proffered the following testimony 
by the plaintiff subject to objection and exception: 

Plaintiff went to the office of the manager where she saw 
a man who told her he was Mr. O’Day from police head¬ 
quarters. He took her in a room and asked her about the 
matter and she told him what she had told Mr. Evans. He 
then came out of the room and told her to go and get her hat 
and coat. One of the young ladies in the office of the gen¬ 
eral manager of The Hecht Company, whose qarne plain¬ 
tiff does not know, came out of the office and went with her 
to the cloak room and stayed by her while she put on her 
coat and hat and walked with her from that room back to 
where Mr. O’Day was. She then accompanied Mr. O’Day 
to police headquarters where she was again asked about the 
transaction. She was then locked up and a woman came 
and searched her, taking all of her clothes off of her, exam¬ 
ining each garment as she took it off, then made her open her 
mouth, put her hand in plaintiff’s mouth and felt around 
in her jaws, looked up her nose, felt in both of her ears, 
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and examined other parts of her body. Plaintiff asked if 
she might telephone to her home and to her husband, but 
she was denied the right so to do and she was refused the 
right to telephone to anyone. She remained locked up until 
the following afternoon. She was then told that the owner 
of the ring had found it. 

Mr. Lester: I will ask your Honor to instruct the jury to 
return a verdict for the defendant. 

The Court: If that is all the plaintiff cares to offer. 

M r. Gardiner: That is all I care to offer. 

The Court: The jury will return a verdict for the defend¬ 
ant. 

Mr. Gardiner: And that is subject to an exception? 

19 The Court: Yes. 

Thereupon the jury returned a verdict for the defendant. 
Be it further remembered that the foregoing contains the 
substance of all of the evidence given on the hearing of 
this cause, and each of the exceptions stated to have been 
taken by the attorney for the plaintiff were so taken and 
were duly allowed and noted by the court, and in order that 
each and every thereof may be preserved and made of rec¬ 
ord this statetnent of evidence is duly stated, approved and 
signed, and ordered to be made of record in the above en¬ 
titled cause, this 1st day of October, A. D. 1929. 

By the Court: 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD, 

O. K. Justice. 

W. GWYNN GARDINER, 

For Plaintiff. 

WHARTON E. LESTER, 

Atty. for Deft. 

20 [Endorsed:] In the Supreme Court of the District 
of Columbia. Law. No. 73849. Rosa Takashasi, 

plaintiff, v. The Heclit Company, defendants. Bill of ex¬ 
ceptions. Law offices W. Gwynn Gardiner, Woodward 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia Supreme Court. 
No. 5062. Rosa Takahashi, appellant, vs. The Hecht Com¬ 
pany, a corporation. Court of Appeals, District of Colum¬ 
bia. Filed Oct. 5, 1929. Henry W. Hodges, Clerk. 
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